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Response to Amendment 

1 . In response to the Office Action mailed on October 30, 2006 applicants have submitted 
an amendment filed on filed on January 30, 2007; amending claims 1,9-10, 12-16, 22- 23 and 25- 
28; and arguing to traverse the rejection of claims 1-28. 

Response to Arguments 

2. While Applicants' amendment to independent claims 1 and 16 cures the 35 U.S.C. 1 12, 
second paragraph rejection, the amendment to claims 12 and 25 remains unclear. 

3. Applicants' arguments with respect to claims 15 and 28 filed on January 30, 2007 have 
been fully considered but they are not persuasive. Applicants argue starting on page 12 of the 
remarks, that 35 U.S.C. 101 rejection made against claims 15 and 28 is inappropriate, and thus 
the claims properly define a statutory subject matter. The Examiner disagrees. The claims 
remain the same, i.e., directed to signal claims, and do not meet the USPTO "Interim Guidelines 
for Examination of Patent Applications for Patent Subject Matter Eligibility" (Official Gazette 
notice of 22 November 2005), Annex IV, which reads as follows: claims that recite nothing but 
the physical characteristics of a form of energy, such as a frequency, voltage, or the strength of a 
magnetic field, define energy or magnetism, per se, and as such are nonstatutory natural 
phenomena. O'Reilly, 56 U.S. (15 How.) at 1 12-14. Moreover, it does not appear that a claim 
reciting a signal encoded with functional descriptive material falls within any of the categories of 
patentable subject matter set forth in Sec. 101. 

... a signal does not fall within one of the four statutory classes of Sec. 101 . 

... signal claims are ineligible for patent protection because they do not fall within any of the four 

statutory classes of Sec. 101. Therefore, claims 15 and 28 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 
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because the claimed invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter as stated in the last 
Office Action. 

4. Applicant's arguments with respect to the art rejections of claims 1-11, 13-24,. and 26-28 
have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection which will be 
discussed in the rejections below. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

5. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

The USPTO "Interim Guidelines for Examination of Patent Applications for Patent 
Subject Matter Eligibility" (Official Gazette notice of 22 November 2005), Annex IV, 
reads as follows: 

Claims that recite nothing but the physical characteristics of a form of energy, such as a frequency, voltage, or 
the strength of a magnetic field, define energy or magnetism, per se, and as such are nonstatutory natural 
phenomena. O'Reilly, 56 U.S. (15 How.) at 1 12-14. Moreover, it does not appear that a claim reciting a signal 
encoded with functional descriptive material falls within any of the categories of patentable subject matter set 
forth in Sec. 101. 

... a signal does not fall within one of the four statutory classes of Sec. 101. 

... signal claims are ineligible for patent protection because they do not fall within any of the four 
statutory classes of Sec. 101. 



Claims 15 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter as follows. Claims 15 and 28 define a data signal with 
descriptive material. While "functional descriptive material" may be claimed as a statutory 
product (i.e., a "manufacture") when embodied on a tangible computer readable medium, a 
signal embodying that same functional descriptive material is neither a process nor a product 
(i.e., a tangible "thing") and therefore does not fall within one of the four statutory classes of § 
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101 . Rather, "signal" is a form of energy, in the absence of any physical structure or tangible 
material. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims 12 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. It is unclear what the claimed limitation "R-squared value" is without 
having some functional dependency on a mathematically defined subject matter. Please clarify. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

8. Claims 1-2, 4-18 and 20-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Obradovic, et al (6,865,582). 

With regard to claim 13, Obradovic, et al discloses a computer system (See Figs. 1 and 
3), comprising: a processor (See for example, item 21, in Fig. 1); a program storage device 
readable by the computer system, tangibly embodying a program of instructions executable by 
the processor (See for example, item 22, 39, 29 and/or 31, in Fig. 1) to: partition, i.e., split and/or 
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partition, a data space associated with a data set into a hierarchy (which corresponds to quad or 
regression trees) of pluralities of local regions, i.e., subregions, subsets, etc (col. 7, lines 42-52; 
col. 11, lines 1-36. Applicants' attention is also invited at col. 12, line 53 - col. 13, line 17); 
evaluate a relationship measure, i.e., preprocessing, branch and bound, similarity, distance, etc, 
for each local region using a metric based on similarity between input features and a selected 
output, and identify one or more relevant features, by using the relationship measure for each 
local region (See for example, col. 10, linesl 14-36; and col. 11, lines 1-46). 

With regard to claim 1, claim 13 encompasses the limitation of this claim, and is rejected 
the same as claim 13. Thus, argument analogous to that presented above for claim 13 is 
applicable to claim 1 . 

With regard to claim 2, the method of claim 1 further comprising: determining a feature 
relevancy of a selected feature by performing a weighted sum of the relationship measures for 
the selected feature over the plurality of local regions (See for example, col. col. 12, lines 37-52; 
and col. 15, lines 58-65). 

With regard to claim 4, the method of claim 1, wherein the partitioning of the data space 
into the hierarchy of pluralities of local regions is performed by hierarchical clustering of the 
data set in a plurality of levels (See for example, col. 11, lines 1-16). 

With regard to claims 5-6, claim 1 encompasses the limitations of these claims, and are 
rejected the same as claim 1, and thus the arguments set forth above for claim 1 (or 13) are not 
repeated herein, but are incorporated by reference. 
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With regard to claims 7-8, wherein the subsets of relevant features for respective local 
regions are non- identical; wherein the local regions are non-overlapping, i.e., homogenous, and 
wherein the metric is linear (See for example, col. 10, lines 13-44; and col. 11, lines 1-46). 

With regard to claim 9, the method of claim 1, wherein the metric is linear (See for 
example, col. 10, lines 25-28). 

With regard to claim 10, the method of claim 1, wherein the metric includes a projection 
or distance (See for example, col. 10, lines 25-36). 

With regard to claim 1 1, the method of claim 1, wherein the relationship measure 
includes a correlation (See for example, col. 9, lines 23-47). 

With regard to claim 12, as best understood, the method of claim 1, wherein the 
relationship measure includes an R-squared value (See for example, col. 10, lines 25-28; and col. 
15, lines 43-47). 

Claim 14 is rejected the same as claim 13. Thus, argument analogous to that presented 
above for claim 13 is applicable to claim 14. 

Claim 15 is rejected the same as claim 13. Thus, argument analogous to that presented 
above for claim 13 is applicable to claim 15. 

Claim 16 is rejected the same as claim 2. Thus, argument analogous to that presented 
above for claim 2 is applicable to claim 16. 

Claims 17 and 18 are rejected the same as claims 4 and 5 respectively. Thus, arguments 
analogous to those presented above for claims 4 and 5 are respectively applicable to claims 1 7 
and 18. 
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With regard to claim 20, ranking the input features according to the corresponding feature 
relevancies of the input features (See for example, col. 12, lines 3-46). 

Claims 21, 22, 23, 24, and 25 are rejected the same as claims 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12 
respectively. Thus, arguments analogous to those presented above for claims 8, 9, 10, 1 1, and 12 
are respectively applicable to claims 21, 22, 23, 24, and 25. 

Claim 26 is rejected the same as claim 13. Thus argument similar to that presented above 
for claim 13 is applicable to claim 26. Claim 26 distinguishes from claim 13 only in that it 
recites the limitation determining a relevancy of a selected feature by performing a weighted sum 
(emphasis added) of the relationship measures for the feature over the plurality of local regions 
at appropriate levels, which is also taught by Obradovic, et al (See for example, col. col. 12, 
lines 37-52; and col. 15, lines 58-65). 

Claim 27 rejected the same as claim 26. Thus, argument analogous to that presented 
above for claim 26 is applicable to claim 27. 

Claim 28 rejected the same as claim 26. Thus, argument analogous to that presented 
above for claim 26 is applicable to claim 28. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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10. Claims 3 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Obradovic, et al (6,865,582) in view of Hwang, et al (Hierarchical Discriminant Regression). 

With regard to claim 3, Obradovic, et al (hereinafter "Obradovic") discloses all of the 
claimed subject matter as already addressed above in paragraph 8, and incorporated herein by 
reference. Obradovic does not expressly call for wherein weights for the weighted sum are 
based on sizes of the respective local regions. However, Hwang, et al (See section 2.2, pp. 1280- 
1282, particularly page 1282, left column) teaches this feature. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to incorporate the teaching as taught by Hwang, et 
al into the system of Obradovic if for no other reason to find useful features or relation between 
features based on size information. 

Claim 19 is rejected the same as claim 3. Thus, argument analogous to that presented 
above for claim 3 is applicable to claim 19. 

Conclusion 

1 1 . Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
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however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DANIEL G. MARIAM whose telephone number is 571-272- 
7394. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F (7:00-4:30). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, MATTHEW BELLA can be reached on 571-272-7778. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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